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Gorbachey's New
Forelgn Policy Apparatus

During his first two years in office, General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev
has cacried out the most far-reaching shakcup of the Sovict forcign policy
apparatus of any succession period. He has cnhanced his personal control
over foreign policy decisionmaking. opcned up a brcad range of options for
achieving Sovict objectives abroad, and made Soviet foreign policy better
serve his domestic priorities * )

Gorbachev has moved aggressively to revamp Soviet foreign policy making
because he inherited a rusty, incflective burcaucracy that was ill suited to
the conditions of the 1980s. Andrcy Gromyko, after running the Minristry
of Forcign Affairs for almost 30 ycars, was too intimately involved and
committed to past policics to discard them when they no longer worked.
The party apparatus was stultificd and focused almost exclusively on
advancing Communism abroad, paying littlc attention to other aspects of
intcrnational relations. The leadership lacked a strategic center of foreign
policy planning and focused its activities on uncritically perpetuating
policics already in place, many of which were taking the Soviet Union
down a dead end - '

After removing Gromyko from the Forcign Ministry in July 1985,
Gorbachev moved systematically to overhaul all key foreign policy making
bodics. He turned over virtually the eatire top leadership of the ministry
and rcorganized it to deal more cflectively with arms control, relations with
the United States, and other high-priority issues. Gorbachev's impact on
the party apparatus was cven more dramatic; he expanded its staff and
rcfocused its work on East-West issues and the overall strategic planning of
forcign policy. These changes shifted the center of gravity of Soviet forcign
policy decisionmaking from the Forcign Ministry to the party Sccretariat
and put forcign policy matters more dircctly under the personal control of
the General Secretary - '

Gorbachev's moves to reorganize forcign policy decisionmaking have -
increased competition among the institutions involved. This has freed the
leadership from its dependence on the recommendations of any single
institution and has given it an cxpanded sct of policy options. Gorbachev
has made himself the final arbiter of these differences, enhancing his power
over the decisionmaking process
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Not only have these changes provided Gorbachev with new perspectives
and options, but they have also given him the ability to better evaluate and
challenge the recommendatioris he reccives. This has been most apparent in
the arca of arms control, where ncw staffs have been created in both the
Forcign Ministry and the party’s International Department. As a result,
while the Sovict military continucs to be a key player oa questions affecting
Sovict national sccurity, its recommendations arc open to greater chat-
lenge.

Morc than in any other policy area, these changes have improved the
advice the party leadership is recciving in dealing with the United States.
In addition 1o becfing up his arms control staffing, Gorbachev has shaken
up the party and Forcign Ministry offices responsible for dealing with the
West and has clevated a number of “Americanists™ to key positions. Most
notable among these arc Aleksandr Yakovlev and Anatoliy Dobrynin—the
former Ambassadors to Ottawa and Washington—who were promoted to
the party Secretariat.

The net result of these cflorts has been a new Sovict fexibility in dealing
with a broad range of forcign policy problems. Although Sovict long-term
objectives in the world have not changed. Gorbachev has tricd a varicty of
new tactics to achicve them. This has produced new movement in somce of
the areas most critical 1o Sovict sccurity, such as arms coatrol and relations
with China. The changes he has made in the apparatus in other sectors
suggest that acw initiatives toward other areas of the world may be
coming

Gorbachev's moves have also promoted 2 morc intimate connection
between Soviet domestic and forcign policy. For the first ime in m2ny
years, the party Sccretariat has prime respoasibility for the strategic
planning of both forcign and domestic policy. Forcign policy initiatives
have been derived more directly from the General Secretary’s domestic
goals of economic revitalization than was the case undecr Brezhnev, when
expanding Sovict influcnce abroad appearcd to be a top-priority objective
without much consideration of the domestic costs. Soviel propaganda
officials have also used Gorbachev's domestic reforms to improve the
image of the Sovict Union abroad, helping ensurc that Sovict positions get
a more favorable hearing ' .

-’




Reverse Blank

While Gorbachev appears to have wide latitude to pursuc ncw forcign
policy initiatives, his efforts arc not without risk. There appears to be some
skepticism within both the political leadership and the military concerning
his initiatives. By getting out front of his Politburo colleagues on forcign
policy matters, the success or failure of these policics has become more the
Gencral Secretary's persanal responsibility than were the more collective
policies of Brezhnev. A major foreign policy succcss, although not nceded
10 sustain his political position at home, would clearly help Gorbachev, On
the other hand, if foreign policy successes continue to elude him or if the
Soviet Union suffers a major sctback abroad, those oppasing him for -
domestic politica! rcasons would be given new ammunition. ’
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Gorbacher's New
Foreign Policy Apparatus
Scope Note Since Mikhail Gorbachev became party leader two ycars ago, there have

been major changes in the structurc and staffing of the Soviet forcign
policy apparatus. This paper takes 2 comprehensive look at these changes
and focuses on the key institutions that now make Soviet foreign policy. Al-
though the structural and personnel changes reviewed in the paper have
had a profound impact on Soviet forcign policy in a number of areas, this
paper is intended to give readers an understanding of how policies are
made and docs not focus on the specific policics themselves. This paper :

complements
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Gorbacher's New
Foreign Policy Apparatus

Since becoming party leader in March 1985, General
Sccretary Mikhail Gorbachev has moved aggressively
10 reorganize foreign policy decisionmaking. Not only
has he swept aside the key architects of Soviet forcign
policy over the past three decades, but he has also
fundamentally altered the relationships among the
key institutions that make Sovict foreign policy.

Gorbacher’s Objectives

Gorbachev's foremost objective in shaking up Soviet
forcign policy making is t¢ make Soviet policies
abroad better serve his domestic agenda. He has made
the revitalization of the economy his highest priority,
and he appears (o be trying to create an intcrnational
cnvironment that witl allow him to better accomplish
that objective. At the same time, Gorbachev's domes-
tic policies have also betier served Sovict interosts
abroad, and there can be little doubt that under his
leadership there is a more intimate connection be-
tween Sovict foreign and domestic policy than at any
other time in the nuclear age:

« At the 27th Party Congress Gorbachev emphasized
this close linkage, focusing attention on arms control
as central to bis plans fur cconomic modernization
and asserting that the USSR's “main international

- duty" is the creation of “viable socialism at bome.™

« The foreign policy provisions of the new party
program adopted by the congress highlighted the
regime's priority commitment to domestic revital-
ization. In contrast with the 1961 program it re-
placed, the new program scaled down expectations
on the international scene and reversed the order of
the domestic and forcign policy sections, with
domestic policy now coming first. It asserted that
the main goal of the USSR in the international
sphere is to “cnsurc [avorable conditions for domes-
tic development.”

* On the cve of the congress, First Deputy Head of
the International Department Zagladin directly
linked domestic cconomic strength 1o Moscow's
success in managing relations with the United
States. He claimed that onc of the rcasons lor the
failure of detente in the fate 1970s was that domes-
tic economic difficulties created an impression of
Sovict weakness in the West.

Gorbacher's objective of domestic revitalization re-
quires keeping & 1id on the growth of Soviet defense
spending o help provide resources for modernizing
the civilian cconomy. To this end, he has turned to
Sovicet diplomacy to play a larger role in advancing
Sovict interests abroad. [n February 1986 he told the
27th Congress that Sovict objectives abroad could be
better achieved by diplomatic than by military means,
saying that, with today's weapons, ensuring national
securily is increasingly becoming a political task
rather than a military onc. On subsequent occasions
Gorbachev has stressed that Sovict security cannot be
guarantced by military-technical means alone.

A second key objective for Gorbachev in wresting
control of foreign policy decisionmaking from the
holdovers of the Brezhnev era was to make foreign
policy decisionmaking and implementation more cf-
fective. In the past, rigid Soviet policies that did not
respond to changing world conditions and that were
often carried out ineptly worked to undermine the
Sovict position abroad. Gorbachev's reorganization
has been designed to provide policymakers options,
and o give a new face to Soviet diplomacy.

Finally. Gorbachev's reorganization of the forcign
policy apparatus appears to be intended to give him
greater personal control of foreign policy decision-
making. Only by forcefully intervening in the decison-
making process has Gorbachev been able to move
Soviet policy dramatically on a aumber of fronts and




overcome burcaucratic and parochial interests that
bogged dowr: major foccign policy initiatives under his
predocessors. Gorbachey clearly hopes that the suc-
ccss of seme of his foccign policy initiatives will
redound 10 his credit and enhance his powcer at home.

To achicve his objectives for Soviet foreign policy,
Gorbachey has madc clear that he cxpects his shakeup
of the forcign policy apparatus {o produce “new
thioking™ on nagging problems. He has cncouraged a
more pragmatic approach that docs not allow tdeolog-
ical concerns to stand in the way of overall objectives,
revamping idoological premises to serve nNEW purposes:

« In his disarmament proposal of 15 January 1986,
Gorbachey repudiated the appeoach of his predeces-
sors, calling for a *“break with the past™ 20d an end
1o “the negative confrontational tendencies™ that
bave developed in East-Wost relations.

At the 27th Party Congress Gorbache argued that
“continuity in foreign policy has nothing in common
with the simple repetition of what has been done
before, especially in the approaches to problems that
bave been mounting up.” Instead, he called for
“tactical flexibility and a readiness for mutually
acceplable compromise.” - -

As the main clements of his “new thinking™ have
unfolded, Gorbachev has increasingly distanced him-
sclf from the policies of the Brezhaev era. For cxam-
plc, he has put new stress on the idea of the impossi-
bility of victory in an East-West strategic conflict.

In addition (0 promoting “ncw thinking.™ {0 achicve
his overarching objectives Garbachev has carried out
2 multifaccied assault on the apparatus and the
polidq he inherited. He has:

* Conducted a broad housccleaning of the stultificd
foreign policy apparatus and brought in a new team
morc in agreement with his approach and better
able 10 carry it out.

* Created competing centers of forcign policy advice,
reducing the influence of the Ministry of Forcign
Affairs (MFA) 2nd the military in decisionmaking,
while cnhancing the rolc of the party Sccrctariat.

* Sct new standards of performance for officials and
launched 2 campaign to eliminate corruption and
nepotism from the apparatus.

Encouraged initiative at lower levcls in policy
implementation.

Lauached a “charm offcasive™ to spruce up the
style and conduct of Sovict forcign policy, helping to
improve the international image of the Soviet Union
and ensurc that Sovict positions get a better
haring. = —*

Gorbacher's ability to manage Soviet forciga policy
effectively will be critical not only to the success of his
program for domestic revitalization but also to his

‘personal political position. He has considerably morc

room to manage policy in foreign affairs than in
domestic matters, where the interests of other Politbu-
ro members are more directly threatened by policy
decisions. By scizing the initiative and moving aggres-
sively to place his own personal stamp on forcign
policy, in the long run Gorbachev will directly bear
the consequences of the success of failure of these
policies. - ¥

Tbe Problem Gorbacber [nherited

Gorbachev inherited a foreign policy apparalus dating

from the Cold War of the 1950s that was ill suited to

the complex task of managing Moscow's current .
international challenges. Mikhail Suslov, a key senior -
party sccretary oversecing forcign affairs until his

death in 1982, in public and in private took a rigidly

doctrinaire view of the world that gave primacy to

advancing Communist influcnce abroad and relatively

little priority to improving relations with the West.

The only party body concerned with the capitalist




“New Thinking " end Sovict Third World Policy

General Secretary Gorbachev and otker leading Sovi-
et afficials have repeatedly stressed the need for “new
thinking™ on a broad range of foreign policy issues,
including relations with the Third World. Recent
Soviet leadership statements and academic and polit-
ical writings have provided somie indication of the
directions the Soviels are takirg in developing their
new thinking towerd this area:

« Regional Conflicts. Gorbachev has called political
settlement of regional corflicts "o dictate of our
time.” since these corflicis can “assume dongerous
proportions* in the nuclear era. This theme has
been a prominent element of Soviet propaganda and
diplomacy on the corflicis in Afghanistan, Cambo-
dia. the Middle East. Nicaragua, and southern
Africa.

East-West Functional Cooperation. Sovier leaders
and specialists have frequently said that a varicty
of Third World problems—including hunger, dis-
ease, and ecological challenges—should be tackled
by cooperative East-West cflorts.

« The Limits to Armed Struggle. Sune Soviets now
appear 10 be questioning the value of ormed strug-
gle as a vehicle of revolutionary change--and,
presunmably, as an instruntent of foreign policy—in
the contemporary world. At lcast onc author, writ-
ing in Pravda, sugxests that promoting armed strug-
gle gains the USSR little by way of reliable allies
or influence in the Third Woreld.

Despite the rhe:oric, there are few indications that
this new thinking has led to substantive changes in
Soviet policy. On regional cordlicts. for example, on
active Soviet public diplomacy on the need for sctile-
ments has not been matched by changes in the
Kremlin's underlying positions. In addition. Soviel
statements on East-West functional cooperation have
not been followed by discussion of how this might be
carried out. Nonetheless, these statements and writ-
ings indicate that Soviel policymakers are looking to
their specialists for new concepts and ideas on the
Third World. that no firm “pariy line” exisis on
many issues. and that scme genuine changes in
Moscow's Third World policies could emerge.

LN

world was the International Department, under the
leadership of Boris Ponomarev since 1957, which
focused on promoting intcrnational Communism. The
task of managing relations with the West was left
largely 1o Andrey Gromyko's Forcign Ministry. which
grew in influence during the 1970s with detente. The
Sovict leadership apparently did not have a separate
policymaking body charged with stralcgic planning
and adaptirz Sovict foreign policy 1o changing world
conditions -

Up to the latc 1960s the International Department
had played a targe role in forcign affairs, but its
inRurnce d=clined as Gromyko's increased. According
o by the late 1970s the role of the

MFA and the Intcrnational Department had been
essentially reversed, with the department concurring
with relicy naxitions already cstablished by the minis-
try.

The influcnce of the International Department was
underminad not only by the rise of Gromyko, but also
by the rigidly doctrinaire approach takea by Pono-
marev, its longtime head. Having riscn through its
ranks and headed the department since the mid-
1950s. he was a relic of the past, whose public
pronouncements made clear that he was incapable of
advancing “new thinking.” In many ways his inflexi-
bility made the department more of an impcdiment™
than 2n 21t ta the condust of Soviet forcign policy.
1 official suggested that
the removal of Ponomarev would serve as the litmus
test of Sovict intentions of putting rclations with .
Europcan partics on a different footing -




Soviet Forcign Policy at a Dead End

The carly 1980s presented the Soviet leadership with
an unfavorable tide of events and shrinking payafis
Jrom established policies: '

* There was no end in sight (o the war in Afehani-
stan, which was damaging the Soviet position in the
Third World and becoming increasingly casily at
home.

In the Third World, Soviet activism of the Bre=hnev
era had produced a growing list of expensive client
states—Cuba, Erhiopia. and Angola.

US policy had moved in what Moscow perceived 1o
be a more bellicose direction with Ronald Reagan’s
election as President and his promotion of SDI.
The Soviet Jailure to halt INF deployment and the
subsequent walkout from Geneva in November
1983 took Soviet policy toward the West down a
dead end.

East European allies, facing a difficult economic
situation, were increasingly looking to the West Jor
help

—

Sovict forcign policy produced notable successes in
the 1970s—suych as the strategic arms agreements,
gains in Africa, and the Helsinki Accord of 1975—
but by the end of the decade Soviet forcign policy was
becoming decreasingly effective. As Sovict behavior
made clear, Moscow's forcign policy apparatus had
become more concerned with perpetuating old policies
and responding 10 crises. Soviet forcign policy in
many arcas became carved in stone, and there was
little room for trying new approaches to old problems.
The foreign policy establishment inherited by Gorba-
chev was lcading the USSR further and further down
adeadend -

Not only was the forcign policy approach of the
Brezhnev era failing to produce favorable results, but
it also was cxpensive. As Soviet domestic cconomic
constraints began to incrcasc ia the late 19705, the
Soviet Union could less afford the costs of cmpire.
Clicnt states were becoming increasingly costly 10
maintain, as political gains were increasingly becom-
ing ccanomic liabilitics. In addition. the cost of rely-
ing 50 heavily on military power to maintain influence
abroad was becoming more burdensomne

The Domicance of Gromyko

Having increasingly dominated Soviet foreigs policy
during almost three decades as Forcign Ministcr,
Andrey Gromyko, by the time Gorbachev bocame
party leader, had gathered most of the levers of Soviet
forcign policy decisionmaking into his own hands. He
cspecially dominated the critical area of East-West
rclations. Morcover, an entirc generation of Soviet
forcign policy cxperts had advanced under Gromyko,
increasing his influence and cnsuring that his ap-
proach to forcign polq and diplomacy would not be
casily erased

As Gromyko's prestige and influcnce grew, so did the
role of the MFA in policy formulation and planning.

* A 1968 Central Committcc decree detailed steps to

improve the MFA's information collection and analyt.
ic capabulities and to increase its staffing. The high
personncl turnover in the deputy minister ranks be-
tween 19635 and 1975 (7S percent) allowed Gromyko
to put his own people in charge =¥

As his influence increased, Gromyko became more
firmly identified with rigidity in Soviet forcign policy.
Disappointment with detente during the carly 1980s
scems (o have tuened Gromyko into an increasingly
rigid hardlincr, with 2 hostile and embittered view of
the Reagan administration. During this period,
Gromyko's writings and public statcments show a
basic mistrust of the Reagan administration’s motives
and prescribe unyiclding firmacss m,‘da!mg with.the
West [ . -‘“.M._...j: -

[: . depried Gromyxo
as the chuct 1infiucnce on Soviet policy toward the
United States. and suggested that the United States
altempt to circumvent the forcign minister and deal
directly with Chernenko. A number of East European
officials claimed that the harshness of the Soviet
approach to East-West affairs was a direct conse-
quence of Gromykoe's influcnce, pointing to his rolc in
vetoing the planacd visit by East German beader Erich
Honecker to West Germaay in the summer of 1984.



Rigid Party Apparatus with other Communist partics and oversccing Soviet
The party apparatus Gorbachev inherited was not activitics abroad, and did not address rclations with
prepared 10 challenge the advice he was recciving other parts of the world or overall strategic planning:
from Gromyko’s MFA or to deal with the complex

problems of the nuclear age. The activitics of the stal  « The International Department focused primarily on
of the Central Committec departments involved in relations with nonruling Communist partics, leftist

forcign aflairs and other reporting made it clear that parties, national liberation groups, and front groups.
they were focused largely on managing relations . Individuals in the department, however, have played




an active role on other policy fronts—for example,
Vadim Zagladin on Western Europe and fvan
Kovalenko on Japan.

The Depariment for Liaison W ith C ist and
Workers Parties of Socialist Countries {Bloc rela-
tions) dealt exclusively with other ruling Communist
partics.

The mandate of the Intcrnational Information De-
pariment, created in 1977, was limited to improving
the presentation of Sovict foreign propaganda.

The Cadres Abroad Department was concerned

exclusively with the assigament of Soviet personnel -

overscas (particulacly diplomats, correspondents,
and 1rac: officials, but not KGB or mnluary)

Growing Concern

As Gromyko increased his hold over Soviet foreign
policy in the carly 1980s, Moscow's rigid approach to
changing international realitics appeared to be the
cause of growing concern within the Soviet elite:

. ln Oclobcr 1984 a T jSoviet official described] ]+
jan increasing sense of
disquict and frustration over the conduct of Sovict
foreign policy, saying the Politburo had “run out of
ideas™ and was resorting to ill-conceived stopgap
measurcs. .

While Chcmcnko was Gcncral Sccrclar)E

Jdescnbcd 2 gencra-
tion gap in the Politburo, saying that the oider
gencration was being blamed for the downward
spiral in East-West relations.

In June 1984 2 f;

¢ gondcmned the Chernenko lcadership as
inherently weak and unable to devote sufficient
attention to the pressing issucs of foreign affairs, 2
characterization repeated 2

1

As a result of these concerns, the Sovict foreign policy
cstablishment became polarized between those who
supported Gromyko's traditional approach and those
who viewed his policies as a failurc. Those taking the

traditional approach toward the West claimed in their
public and private remarks that the West was entirely
to blame for the decline of detente. Critics of that
approach, such as Institute of the USA and Canada
head Georgiy Arbatov and political commentator
Alcksandr Boyin, described the decision to invade
Afghanistan in latc 1979 as a blunder and Gromyko's
hardlinc appfoach to the INF ncgotiations as unpro-
ducuvc

Gorbacher Takes Charge
After becoming pariy lcader, Gorbacher moved deci-

sively to put foreign policy decisionmakiag ona '
different track. He removed Gromyko from the MFA

" in July 1985 and ended its monopoly on decision-

making by expanding and refocusing the capabilities
of the party Scerctaniat. These changes provided
Gorbachev alternatives in making forcign policy deci-
sions and helped infuse into the thinking of the party
leadership the ideas of Sovict forcign policy specialists
who, under Brezhnev, had been calling for new ap-
proaches.

Revamping (be Secretariat

Gorbuachev's overhaul of the partly Sccretariat has had
a more fundamental impact on the process of foreign
policy decisionmaking than his shakcup of the MFA.
By expanding the Sccretariat’s competence and put-
ting top experts on the West in key positions,
Gorbachev created a counterweight 10 the MFA in
the foreign policy decisionmaking process that can
challenge its recommendations and provxdc an alter-
native source of analysis.

Because the Secretariat, in cflect, scrves as the per-
sonal stafl of the General Sccretary, it has consider-
able influence. In the post-Stalin period it has given
the General Secretary a means to build political
support, cnhance his personal authority, and increasce
his influcnce over his colleagues on the Politburo. The
Sccretariat not only directs the work of the entire
party machine on a day-to-day basis, but also has the
duty of preparing policy proposals for submission to
the Politburo.



Declaring that the Soviet Union was at a major
“turning point™ in forcign policy. Gorbachey moved
boldly at the 27th Party Congress to teshape the
party’s leadership in forcign afMairs, adding three
close allies 10 the Secretariat to ovensee this sector:

Anatoliy Dobrynin, who had been serving as Am-
bassador 10 the United States, teplaced the old
Comintera operative Boris Ponomarev, who served
for 30 ycars as head of the International
Department.

Vadim Mcdvedev replaced Konstantin Rusakov as
head of the Bloc Relations Department.

Alcksandr Yakoviev, the former Ambassador to
Canada who hcaded the Propagands Department
from July 1985 10 August 1986, was clevated to the
Secretariat-—a status not enjoyed by his predeces-
sors.

The International Department. The appointment of
Dobrynin as head of the International Department in
March 1986 began the shift of the center of gravity
for foreign policy formulation from the MFA to the
Secretariat. Gorbachev has transformed the [nterna-
tional Department from an institution with a reputa-
tion as a rigid defender of Moscow's role as the leader
of international Communism into the center for stra-
tegic planning of foreign policy. Repor:
=227 that he relies heavily on it for forcign policy
advice, and in many ways it plays a role similar (o
that of the US National Security Councit, serving as
the nerve center of policy planning and decision-
making. More than any other body in the foreign
policy apparatus, it is charged with taking a compre-
hensive view of the international situation. With a
well-established Americanist as its head and a new
political-military scction, it plays a central role in
determining the political-sccurity dimensions of East-
West relations and puts the lic to carly reports that
Gorbachev was goaing to change the “America first”
thrust of Soviet foreign policy

o nowindg

Secretary Dobrynin has maintained a high public
profile. He has participated in numerous ncgotiating
sessions between Gorbachey and visiting forcign dig-
nitaries, played a prominent role at the two US-Soviet

summits, and delivered major forcign policy specches
claborating “new thinking.” He has frequently met
with forcign ambassadors, as well as visiting Commu-
nist officials, and used these occasions to make sub-
stantive lorcign policy pronouncements. By contrast,
Ponomarev. his predecessor, was not present at either
the 1974 o¢ 1979 US-Sovict summits and rarcly
conducted ncgotiations with ambassadors or foecign
government officials.

In discussions with forcign leaders, Dobrynin has
acted with exireme sclf-confidence—so much so that
he appears on occasion to slight Forcign Minister
Shevardnadze [ I

N

To carry out the departmeat's expanded mandate,
Dobyrnin has increased its staff, adding an additiona)
first deputy and specialists 1o deal with new responsi-
bilities. Vadim Zagladin, since 1975 the tirst deputy
of the department under Ponomarev. hus retained
responsibifity for the traditional functions of relations
with nonruling Communist parties, lIcftist parties,
national liberation groups, and front organizations,
while apparently also dealing with the public opinion
aspects of arms control. The new first deputy Georgiy
Korniyenko, a specialist on US-Soviet relations, dcals.
primarily with the department's new functions

The creation of 2 new political-military sector headed
by Maj. Gen. Viktor Starodubov for the first time
gives the International Department expertise on de-
fense issues. This new staff is probably designed to
ensure that the party leadership is not a captive of the
military point of vicw on arms control issues; it should
facilitatc contact between the party and military
experts and promote better coordination of national






security policy in general. Starodubor is a widely
respected cxpert on the technical details of arms
control. with many ycars of cxpericnce in this arca.

Even in performing its traditional functions, the Inter-
national Department is dealing with a broader range
of forcign gioups that could help advance Sovict
interests (T T Zagladin
said the department’s previous function of dealing
with other Communist partics has been expanded to
take greater account of the role of social and nongov-
crnmental groups in influencing forcign policy in the
West. These changes have coincided with a greater
emphasis on cooperation wil‘h Woest Curopcan Com-
munist partes

There are indications that in recent months
Dobrynin’s personal influence has diminished some-
what with the promotion of party secretary Yakovier
10 full Politburo membership and the growing compe-
tence of Foreign Minister Shevardnadze on foreign
policy maucrsr"

suggest that
this is duc in part to his shortcomings as a politician
and manager, and to the fact that his long tenurc in .
Washington left him without a strong power basc in
Moscow '

The limits on Dobrynin’s influence have not resulted
in a downgrading of the International Depariment. It
is still reported to be the central coordinating body for
Soviet forcign policy planning, but is apparently now
under the indirect supervision of party sccretary
Yakovlev. Yakovlev's influcnce in the Gorbachev
regime has steadily risen. He was promoted to party
secretary in March 1986, to candidatc member of the
Politburo in January 1987, and to full member in
June. With his elevation to the Politburo. he has
reportedly assumed a broad portfolio that includes
ideology, culture, and cvidently gencral oversight for
foreign policy. He consequently is probably now over-
secing the work of the International Department and
Dobrynin, who remains a junior partly secretary with-
out Politburo standing

The Propaganda Departmenr. Gosbachey has stepped
up the usc of propaganda, using it aggressively and
cflectively to advance Soviet interests abroad. Propa-
ganda campaigns aave been closely coordinated with
diplomnatic initiatives 1o manipulate public opinion
abroad in support of Sovict forcign policy goals.
Gorbacher's “charm offerisive™ and some of his do-
mestic reforms—most notably on human rights ques-
tions—have played a key part in these cflorts, \&}'A‘I'stlr
have helped improve the Soviet image abroad. ™ =~

Yakoviev headed the Propaganda Department from
1985 until shortly aficr he became a party sccretary.
As depariment head, he focused on giving new dyna-
mism and sophistication to Sovict public diplomacy.
He gave up day-10-day management of the Propagan-
da Department in August 1986, and a former asso-.
ciate, Yuriy Sklyarov, was installed in his place.

In an apparent effort to promote a morc consistent
public treatment of Sovict forcign policy at home and
abroad, the Sccretariat departments oversecing these
sectors were combined in early 1986. The nternation-
al Information Depariment, created by Brezhnev in
1977, was abolished and its functions were fargely
taken over by the Propaganda Department. It is now a
major section within the Propaganda Depariment,
and it is reportedly headed by Nikolay Shishlin—a
frequent commentator on international affairs who
was among thosc pushing for ncw approaches under
Brezhnev. '

Bloc Relatioas. Gorbachey has moved with equal
force 10 pave the way for policy innovations toward
the Communist world. Konstantin Rusakov, head of
the Bloc Relations Depariment since 1978, was re-
placed by Yadim Medvedey in carly 1986: thus,
another official indebted 10 Gorbachev was put in a
key foreign policy position. Given his previous service
as head of the Central Committee's Science and  ~
Educational Institutions Department, Medvedev's ap-
pointment appears to reflect Moscow’s current em-
phasis on promoting intra-Bloc scientific and techni-
cal cooperation. Medvedey may owe his appointment,
in part, to his past association with party secretary
Yakovlcv. with whom he served in the late 1970s as a
dcputy chief of the Propaganda Department






Medvedev has apparently had to move with caution to
defuse the influcnce of hardliners over Bloc policy.
When he took over the depaniment he inhcrited as his
first deputy Oleg Rakhmania, an outspoken hardliner
who took a rigid approach to diversity within the Bloc
and accommodation with China. In the falf of 1986 he
moved to undermine the power of Rakhmanin by
appointing a second first deputy head of the depatt-
ment, Georgiy Shakhnazarov, who is an outspokea
delender of diversity within the Bloc. Only months
later was Medvedev able 1o remove Rakhmanin.

Cleariog Out the Ministry of Forelgn Affairs

The single most critical step taken by Gorbachev in
gaining control of the forcign policy process was the
transfer of Gromyko from the Forcign Ministry to the
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Presidency in July 1985, At the time, Sovict officials
widely interpreted the move as the first step in
breaking the hold of the Gromyko “Mafia™ on the
MFA. Indced, within thc ycar Gorbachev succa;dng
in conducting 2 thorough houscclcaning

It was casier to remove Gromyko than 10 crasc his
legacy of almost 30 years as head of the forcign policy
apparatus. Almost cvery member of the forcign policy
establishment, particularly at the top, owed his carcer
to Gromyko and had learned to think and operate
undcr his tutclage. Gorbachev needed to find and
clevate qualified substantive experts who were capa-
ble of adapting to his morc activist policy and taking
new approaches to old problems - "




To resolve this problem Gorbachey turned to a novice
in the foreign policy arcna who was not 1ainted by
previous tics to Gromyko. In choosing Georgian party
leader Eduard Shevardnadze and promoting him to
full mémber of the Politburo, Gorbachev placed in
this key position a political ally without an indepen-
dent power base. Shevardnadze's lack of tics to
ministry personnc]l made him an ideat choice to serve
as a political hatchet man and ensured that he would
conduct forcign policy in close accord with the Gener-
al Sccretary’s wishes. Following his clevation, 2 num-
ber of MFA officials confirmed that the new forcign

minister—in sharp conteast 10 his predecessor —would
strictly adhere to policy guidclines laid down by the
General Sceretary

Shevardnadzc’s personal style also was in tune with
the new leadenship. 1~ )
Gorbachev viewed Shevardnadze as abic to 2}
Soviet policy with morc fiair inan Gromyko. Shevard-
nadze’s demonstrated sensitivity to pudlic upinion
while serving as party chief in Goorgia and his skill in
using the medis peobably were also key factors in his
sciccdon. I addition, Shevardnadie's reputation for
cleaning up corruption in his native Georgis sent a
message to the forcign policy establishment that
Gorbacher intended to remove dishonest, incfTective,
and supcrannuated Gromyko-cra officials from the
MFA snd 1o imposc ncw, more rigorous standards on
holdovers. -

Despite his lack of forcign policy expericnee, Shovard-
nadze is coming into his own as foreign minister. As
he masters his substantive bricef, he is reportedly
showing morc authority and self-confidence in mect-
ing with forcigners.

Personnel shifts following Shevardnadic’s appoint-
meat began slowly, but a key change foreshadowed a
larger housecleaning. In December 1985, Valentin
Nikiforov was moved from the Central Committee
Cadres Department 10 take over as Deputy Foreign
Minister in charge of persoanc!

Nikiforov was tasked with
preparing a draft reorganization of the ministey,
including changes in the process by which ambassado-
nal assignments are made. Onc - : pre-
dicted that Nikiforov's move would lcad to a major
purge of senior ministry officials via forced retire-
mcnts. This a35CISMCnt was 5000 (0 Prove correct.

Reading the Riot Act. In May 1986, at a highly
unusual mecting of Forcign Ministry personncl,

" Gorbachev launched a full court press to rid the MFA

of Gromyko's influcnce. The mecting was without
precedent in recent decades: Brezhnev, Andropov, 2nd
Cherncenko are nol_knewn to have addressed such a




gathering. The significance that the leadership attrib-
uled to it was underscored by the attendance of all the
members of Gorbacher's new foreign policy team:
Forcign Minister Shevardnadze and the theee new
party sccretarics with responsibility for forcign poli-
cy—Anatioly Dobrynin, Vadim Medvedev. and
Mck_updr Y:kovlcv. Gromyko was conspicuously ab-
sent. i

Gorbachev sharply criticized the MFA's past perfor-
mance. According to [ T

he complained #ot onty about the work of Soviet
diplomats abroad but also about the gencral forcign
policy approach under Gromyko. In eflect, Gorbachev
reminded ministry personnc! that Gromyko was no
longer in charge and that they were now cxpected 1o
embrace fully the policies and methods of the new
regime ’

Although Gorbachev did not attack Gromyko by
name, the summary of his remarks carried by Soviet
media indicated that be took an indirect swipe at
Gromyko's stcwardship—cxamining the “recent” ex-
perience of Sovict diplomacy “critically 2nd with
party-style exactingness™ and outlining a series of
“measures” ostensibly designed to implement the
forcign policy prescriptions of the 27th CPSU Con-
gress. The publication of Gorbachev's de lacto criti-
cism of Gromyko also signaled to the Soviet forcign
policy burcaucracy the importance he atiributed to
tLzir acceptance and to implementation of the regi-
mce’s “new thinking” in forcign aflairs

Gorbachev impressed on the Soviet diplomatic estab-
lishment the need for better performance and for
more objective reporting from abroad. According e

the General Sccretary complained
he had been repeatedly misled by reporting from the
ministry, indicating that it reported only positive
reactions to Sovict initiatives. Gorbachev singled out
for criticism the reporting-on farcign reactions to
Soviet arms control proposals

Scverat Sovicet officials have sag| C J that fol-
lowing Gorbachev's address the ministry ocdered radi-
cal changes in the system of diplomatic reporting.
Diplomats were enjoined 10 make a greater cflort 1o
galhc'r information firsthand rather than 10 rely

heavily on the tocal press. Policy guidance from
Moscow was greatly reduced to cncourage greater
initiative from missions ovcrseas. To help institution-
alize new performance standards, weeklong courses
weee reportedly scheduled to “train™ Sovict diplo-
mats. A number of Soviet officials suggested that the
more senior members of the diplomatic corps would
have trouble complying with the new performance
critcria—-providing grounds for their termination.
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Assessing the results of the May 1986 confercnce a
year later, Shevardnadze gave mixed revicws, Ad-
dressing 2 mecting of 1op MFA officials, he said the
problem of the “stagnant™ approach previously taken
1o key forcign policy issucs had been “substantially
rectified™ and that the reorganization of the MFA
was largely complete. At the same time, however, he
described this as “only 2 modest beginning,” stating
that additional steps to improve the diplomatic service
would be taken.

Personnel Shakeap. Gorbacher's critique of the For-
cign Ministry was accompanied by 2 major overhaut
of its leadership. T2~ . 7] Shevard-
nadzc stated that by March 1987 all department
chicfs in the ministry had been replaced. In the
process, the ministerial leadership responsible for
monitoring US-Sovicl relations was totally over-
hauled. By the time the shakeup was complete, virtu-
ally the entire top management of the MFA had been
replaced:

« On the eve of Gorbachev's address to the forcign
policy apparatus, the two first deputy ministers were
replaced by Yuliy Vorontsov and Anatoliy Kovalev.

The deputy minister responsible for dealing with the
United States—Vikior Komplektov—was givena ~
acw portfolio on Latin America and international
cconomic relations and was rcplaced by Alcksandr
Bessmertnykh.

In all, seven of the ninc deputy ministers have been
appointed under Gorbachev. The two holdovers are
Komplektov, who was promoted under Andropov,
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and 8l-year-old Leonid ilichev, whois [
working only three hours a day and whose responsi-
bilitics have been largely assumed by newly ap-
pointed Deputy Minister Igor Rogachev.

These changes have gone a long way in eroding
Gromyko's influcnce. Despitc the lact that vinually
ail the new appointees gained their expericnce vader
him, 2 numbcr also have close tics to former Ambas-
sador to the United States Anatoliy Dobrynin, who
became head of the International Department in
March 1986. This connection over time sivould dimin-
ish the “Gromyko factor™ in Sovict fercign policy:

New First Deputy Forcign Minister Yuliy
Vorontsov has emphasized his close relationship
with Dobrynin—tclling [~ Tt

that he and Dobrynin sec cye
to cye on most major policy issucs.

Deputy Minister for US-Sovict retations Alcksandr
Bessmertnykh served in the Sovict Embassy in
Washington for 13 ycars undcr Dobrynin (1970-
1983) and is probably a protege. He plays a key role
in coordinating Sovict policy toward the United
States and has also assumed a relatively high public
profile.

In the area of Sino-Soviet relations. a number of high-
leve! personncl changes appear 40 have helped pave
the way for a more flexible posiurc by Moscow.
Deputy Foreign Minister Rogachev, appointed in
August 1986 as hcad of the MFA’'s ncw Administra-
tion for So=ialist Countries of Asia {(Chira, North
Korca, Mongolia, and Indochina), is much more
Rexible than his predecessor. He replaces Mikhail
Kapitsa, an acknowledged hardliner, who was moved
1o a sinccurc as dircctor of the Oricntal Studics
Institute. Deputy Foreign Minister Hichev has not
yet been officially retired, but he has been removed
from the China account and no longer plays an active
role. {l'ichev and Kapitsa were both closcly associated
with Brezhnev's standpat policics toward China. In




May 1987, 2 ¢ ;)iirmly tinked

this persoanci shiit w0 2 'more ficxible Sovict approach
toward China

Although the initisl houseclcaning appears to be
largely complete, Shevardnadze has indicated he will
continuc (o purge the ministry of officials \'!ho 9.31¢ ot
up to lhc ncw xundnrdx [y

© iysr. ncsaio that, under a
ocw sysicn of pisounci i¢vicw, the performance of
all miaistry persoanct would be reviewed cvery two to
three years by newly created commissions of top
ministry officials that would determinc whether indi-
.viduzls should be pcomoted, demoted, or fired.

Orgaxilational Changes. Organizational changes in-
troduced by Shevardnadie are 2 striking demonstra-
tion of the ministry's ncw approach to forcign policy.
These changes are dasigned 10 break down traditional
barricrs, foster holistic thinking about the full range
of forcign policy issucs, and find new ways (o gcumg
around old problems [

4wl USPpULy roscigu
Sliisicn Yooouisov urc% that the changes would
rosult in 2 less rigid structure—with deputy ministers
having morc latitude, including the right to report and
consult with senior ofﬁcxals inan effort 10 reduce
poticy bottlcnecks

To restructure the MFA, Shevardnadze created acw
administrations (o trcat as a strategic whole cach of
the discrete critical arcas of Sovict policy —such as
arms control and Eastern Europe—as well as 1o give
promincnce (o press and propaganda needs.' The
Soviet Forcign Ministry detailed the changes in a
Junc 1986 notc to the Moscow diplomatic community.
Although much of thc ministry’s basic structurc has
been left tntact, the rcorganization stccamlines the
way it handles relations with major regioas of the

* Bcloce the currcat roocganization, the term “sdministration” was
uicd 1o 2ppty 10 largc, nonpolicy entitis. The acw admenistrations
appcac 1o outrank depantmcants foedelyl. arc policy oricated, and
woxnc casa arc headed by deputy foccign ministers ©

wocld and cahances its ability to handlc functional
issucs that cut across statc and rcgional boundaries.
Among the significant changes arc the following:

¢ Arms Control Administration. Givea the high pri-
ority the Gorbacher regime has placed on arms
control, the creation of & ncw Administeation foc
Qucstions of Arms Limitation 2nd Disarmament
appears 10 be the most impoctant change. Viktor
Karpov, uatil recently the head of the Sovict delega-
tion at the Geneva talks, heads the administration.
[t also had prinuary responsibility for the Stockholm
Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE) that
was concluded in Scptember 1986, Mutual and
Balanccd Force Reductions (MBFR), and unspeci-
ficd policy aspocts of the nuclear testing issuc. la

November 198¢ = - j :
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3 nds-
GIUCA that it was sulil Daviag suninc LIoUdic FecTuiting
“indians.”

International Organizations Administration. This
formcr department has been upgraded (o an admin-
istration that handics Sovict diplomacy at vanous
international organizations. Reflecting Gorbachev's
considcrable interast in nuclear cncrgy and space
issucs, the Questions of the Peaceful Uses of Atomic
Encrgy and Spacc Department has been created.

1 the adminis-
tration continucs 10 nave some responsibility lor
arms control issucs—including arms issucs at the
Unitcd Nations.

Humian Rights Administration. 1n secognition of
the continuing importance of human rights issucs in
Sovict refations with the West, the former Cultural
Refations Department has been subsumed into the
new Administration for Humanitaran and Cultoeral
Ties, headed by Yuriy Kolosov. the chief Sovict
delegatce to the Conlerence on Security and Cooper-
ation in Europe (CSCE). The administration is
reportcdly modceled after the US Departmeat of
Staic’s Burcau of Human Rights. 1t has scrved as




the main conduit (oc addressing forcign complaints
of human rights violstions in the Sovict Unioa and
has doac an cflective job of projecting 2 more
respoasive, concerned Soviet attitude.

{nformation Administration. To improve the pre-
scntation of Sovict views to foreign audiences. & new
MFA Infocmatioa Administration was created from
the former Press Department. It is headed by
English-spcaking Geanadiy Gerasimov, a vetcran
Sovict focciga corrcspondent. He has expanded the
use of Forcign Ministry press conferences, a3 well as
froquent press bricfings by prominceat officials,
mostly on arms coatrot issucs.

Administration for Socialist Countries of Europe.
This new administratioa has respoasibility for the
East Europecan countrics that were previously han-
dled in scveral European departments. For cxample,
East Germany is no longer treated together with
West Germaay (as part of the Third European
Department) but as a Bloc country.

o Administration for Socialist Countrics of Asia. As
in the case of Eastern Europe, Asian Communist
countrics previously handled by 2 number of depart-
ments arc now undcer this new administration, head-
e by Deputy Minister Rogachev. The new section
for Asian Communist countrics now treats China as
a member of the Communist community.

o Near East and North Africa Administration. This
section combines the two old depariments that dealt
with Arab countries.

« Administration for Interaational Economic Rela-
tions. The creation of this section reflects the high
Sovict priority given to this arca

Otber Key Players

In addition to the MFA and the Sccretariat, there arc
other key institutes that have input into forcign policy
decisionmaking. The heads of somc of these, like the
military or the KGB, ordinarily scrve on the Politbu-
ro, giving them particular influcnce. Others, like the
foreign policy institutes or Gorbachev’s personal stafl.
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have access at the highest fevels, but their influence
depends lacgely on theire ability to present a compel-

ling casc and has no indcpendent political base. *= =~

Gocbacher's Persoasl Stafl

Gorbachev's forcign policy advisers on his personal
stall provide him with policy and administrative
support. Their dutics apparently include handling
scheduling acrangements, drafting specches, coordi-
nating and screening matcrial from the Central Com-
mittee departments, and accompanying the General
Sccrctary to mectings. Although they have no inde-
pendent power, their direct access 1o Gorbacher 20d
their control over much of the material that crosses
his dsk muake his advisers key players in the forcign
policy decisionmating process

Gorbachev has two forcign policy advisers as well as 2
domestic adviscr with expertise in forcign policy
mallers:

« Anatoliy Chernyaycv s Gorbachev's top forcign
policy aide. In February 1986 he replaced Andrey
Alkcksandrov-Agentov, who was a foreign policy aide
1o sucocssive general secrctarics for 20 years.
Chernyayev had been a twp official with the Inter-
national Depariment for many ycars, and he did not
state or publish his views during this pcriod. How-
ever, there have been a few indications that he has a
pragmatic oricntation that plays down idoology, and
severa' [ "~ have characterized himas a
“libeear.

Viktor Sharapov focuses on Sovict telations with
other Communist countrics. He was also an adviser
to Andropov and Cheracenko.

fvan Frolov became an side to Gocbachev on domes-
tic policy in May 1Y87. An expert on domestic
affairs, Frolov has also writtcn cxtcensively on for-
cign affairs. frequently collaborating with First
Deputy Chicf of the lnternationat Department
Zsgladin, cmphasizing the importance of intcrde-
pendence and the need for arms reductions

Gorbachev reportedly solicits the advice of prominent
Sovict civilian scicntists on delense and arms control
affairs. Yeovgeniy Vclikhov, vice president of the







Sovict Aademy of Scicnces, and Roa’ld Sagdeycr,
head of the Academy’s Space Research Institute,
appcac 1o be principal among Gorbachey’s informal
adviscrs on security issues [
e

The KGB
The influence of the KGB on key lorcign policy
decisions is exercised mainly through its chairman
who, with brief cxceptions, has been a (ull member of
the Politburo since 1973 and is also presumablya
member of the Defense Council. KGB influcnce in
forcign policy debates usually takes the form of
assessments that suggest a particular linc of action
rather than direct policy recommendations. Since it
has a monopoly of information gathcred from its vast
nctworks abroad, it probably can often bring evidence
to bear that is unknown to other participants. «

The KGB's rule in the forcign policy arena has
reportedly increased in recent years. Since the later
years of the Brezhnev era, the First (Foreign Intelii-
gence) Chief Directorate has cxpanded from 8.000 to
almost 15,000 employecs. a third of whom are posted
abroad. According te T " ZFGorba-
chev praiscd the KGB for its objective briefings
during his visit to London in 1985, saying that, while
the MFA bricfings were usually uscless, he got “real
idcas™ from the KGB.

The KGB has also cxpanded its role in the ficld of
intclligence analysis. According to )

;the Dircctorate of Intelligence Information
of the First Chicf Dircctorate has been expanded from
fewer than 70 persons in lhc&id-l‘”(k tn anproxi-

mately 300. The Directorate .
Jprepares classified papers for the

Politburo and the Secretariat on the basis of reports

sent 10 Moscow from KGB residencics abroad.

The Miahitey of Defense )

While the Sovict military contiaues to be a major
factor in forcign policy dccisionmaking. particularly
on questions that dircctly affect security issues, its
influcnce has beea reduced by Gorbacha®& He has
altcred the national security decisionmaking process
to provide greater civilian involvement. The Soviet
military coatinucs 1o have a strong influcacc on arms
control. but its recommendations no longer go largely
unchallenged. Accoeding o (- -
Gorbachev felt that the military lacked the fexibility
necded on arms control and US-Sovict relations, so he
brought in morc civilian advisers to shape his national
sccurity policy '

Before Gorbachev, the General Stafl’s recommenda-
tions on arms control issucs frequently went unchal-
lenged. The crucial infarmation on Soviet and forcign
weapon systems resided in the military and in its
intelligence arm, the GRU, giving them 2 major
advantage. Gorbachev's cxpansion of the Internation-
al Department—particularly the creation of 2 new
sector dealing with arms control under Lt. Gen.
Vikior Starodubov—has given it the capability to
become involved in the technical aspects of arms
control. While this move challenges the military's past
predominance in framing arms control policics, the
General Staff will continuc to play a major rolc in
supporting the kcadership. given the depth of its
expertise and its ncar monopoly of information, par-
ticularly on the USSR's own systcms.

The Defense Council appears to be the key body
where mititary considerations arc factored into deci-
sions on forcign policy issucs such as arms control. In
eflcct the Defense Council is a subcommittee of the
Politburo for national security affairs. Although its
exact composition is unclear, it includes the members
of the Politburo responsible for national security -
issucs and is supported by the General Stafl. The role
of the Defense Council in making major arms control
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decisions was underscored by Gorbachev in February
1987 when he invoked his title as its head in announc-
ing the Sovict decision to delink INF and SD1 in
February 1987.

The [nstitutes

The foreign policy research institutes of the Academy
of Sciences havce steadily increased their influence
since the carly 1970s and appear to play an active role
under Gorbachev. InC. 7]} 985, for example. Georgiy
Arbatov, head of the Instiiute of the USA and
Canada (IUSAC;C ’ _\that his insti-
tutc and the Institute of Wer!2 Excacay and Interna-
tional Relations (IMEMO) were being encouraged by
Gorbachev to increase their analysis of the Upited
States and “beef up” their stafls. ’

There arc scven major institutes undes the Sovict
Academy of Sciences that play an advisory role in the
formulation of foreign policy and that arc tasked with
predicting long-term trends in foreign countries:

* The Institute of World Economy and International
Rclations, directed by Yevgeniy Primakov, was the
first institute created to study international issues
after Stalin's death. It focuses on global economic
problems, and it also has sections dealing with the
US economy and disarmament. Primakov’s star has
been on the rise since Gorbachev came to power. He
was made a candidate member of the Centrat
Committee in March 1986. He accompanicd the
General Secretary to Reykjavik and New Delhi. and
he sat neat to him during his November 1986
interview with Indian journalists. Primakovy

. he 1s wiici-
esicu 1 Pragmatic approaches to forcign policy
issues and is known as an optimist about obtaining
US acceptance of a Sovict role in ncgotiating the
Arab-Isracli dispute. IMEMO reportedly cmploys
cwer 750 people, about half of whom are full-time
rescarchers. Currently it is about twice the size of
the other institutes. ’

The Institute of the USA and Canada, directed by
Georgiy Arbatov, was created in 1967. Arbatov
claims to advise Gorbachev regularly, and as a
membser of the Central Commitice particinates in
high-level debates T

ret

C gthc MFA had initially been
chosen 1o dratt Gorbachev's response for his 198§
Time intcrvicw. When the draft proved unsatisfac-
tory, Georgiy Arbatov and IUSAC stafless were
called on, and Arbatov was the only official who sat
in on the interview,

The Institute of Latin America, direcied by Viktor
Vol'skiy, was set up after the 1962 Cuban missile
crisis, 2nd has sections dealing with the political,
cconomic, and demographic problems of Latin
America.

The Institute of Africa is directed by Anatoliy
Gromyko, the son of President Gromyko, and was
created at the end of the 1950s to study the newly
emerging African nations.

The Institute of Oricntal Studies is directed by
former Deputy Forcign Minister Kapitsa. It focuscs
on the Middle East and the Arab world, but it alo
has a number of China spccinligi_l_who have (zvared
imnroved szlations with China{__

1. these moderates believe tha: the:r ap-
proach Sas received the backing of the General
Secretary and point to Gorbachev's Viadivodstok
speech as a signal of their ascendancy. The mem-
bers of the moderate camp seem confident that a
more pragmatic policy toward Asia as a whole and
China in particular is gaining the upper hand over
the more ideological traditional approach.

The Institute of the Far East has been directed by
Mikhait Titarenko since July 1985. ft has been a
haven for advocates of a hardlinc approach to
rclations with China.

The Institute of Economics of the World Socialist
System, directed by Oleg Bogomolov. focuses on
other Communist countrics and CEMA | and has
been a leading center of reform thinking on forcign
policy and Sovict domestic affairs. Bogomolov has
pushed for closer economic integration of CEMA.




The majoc institute forcign policy specialists are well
" positioned to increase their rolc under Gorbachey
because many aspects of “ncw thinking™ draw heavily
on their work. For cxample, Gorbachev's approach to
arms control drew on the views of specialists at
JUSAC and IMEMO, such as Oleg Bykov and
Gearikh Trofimenko, who had argued since the carly
1970s that ncither superpower could achieve strategic
supcriority, and that the security of the supcrpowers
was based on political accommodation rather than
militacy force. Gorbacher’s emphasis on influcncing
Waestern opinion drew oa the public opinion rescarch
that had been initiated and devgloped at IMEMO and
fUSAC during the 1970

Costs of Reocpaxization .-

Gorbachev and Dobrynin have publicly hintcd about
internal resistance in implementing their forcign poli-
cy program. In 8 January 1986 spcech Gorbachev
intimated that “negative™ attitudes about the nced for
change might be present among Soviet officials: A
“ceriain incrtia of thinking,™ he said, “can block
rcalization that the world is sapidly changing before
our very cyes,” and many traditional vicws that were
“possibly correct™ in the past are now “hopclessly
ouldated.” Dobrynin hinted in even stronger language
at the possibility of internal resistance in 2 May 1986
speech, saying that the process of “shaping and
affirming the ncw thinking™ is a “difficult matier,”
and “ficrce clashes, sharp discussions, and eainful
differences arc inevitable™ in this process

Gorbachev's moves 10 create compcting centers of
analysis appcar to have heiphtencd iastitutianal -jval-
rics. lo Scotember 198¢ £ .
TJin the 'l ]
ez N2 e MEA feu ot subiczne Gng Caimed
that his department, not TUSAC. s« tTvrhackes s —aee
imporant sovrce af rnlicy advice
A of 1he intersanonal
2 implicitly criticized
=2 «ne Paris summit and implicd
that his departmént could have done 2 better job.

There have been persistzat reports of rivatry within
the Secretariat between Yakoviev 2nd Dobrynin.
While these reports appear 10 be based in part on their

different approaches 1o Sovict-US rclations. there also
is probabdly burcaucratic competition for influcnce
between these two former ambassadocs to North
Amcrica. With his clevation to full member of the
Politburo in Junc 1987, Yakorler cleacly emerged as
the more influcncial of the two and may now be
supcrvising Dobeynin
1n November 1986 [

_j;-dtsclibcd the Sovice 10rcign porn s cummunuy
«s spitt into two factions, with Dobrynin heading onc
and Yakoviev, with the support of Arbatov, heading
the mhch' "Imainuincd that the clash is based
largely un 3 seruggle for power and.influcnce rather
han on specific policy disputa.(C |
could indicate that this is 2 contiii SXiaven two
carcer networks, onc centered oa the Forcign Ministry
and led by Dobrynin, and the other based on the
propaganda apparatus and the Acadgmy of Scicnces
institutes fed by Yakovier

Gorbachev's encouragement of compctition also ap-
pears to have increased dissatisfaction of members of
the foccign policy burcaucracy who feel they cannot
adapt to the new rules and that their advice is being
ignored. A numbcr o L oFave stressed
the growine uncertainty and declining moralc at the
MFA. & Jdacribéd much of the minis-

_try 1s reacting like *“confuscd sheep™ to the sudden

call from Moscow for quality performance.

L o

cd that a great many, uwuddic-teves officaals at the
ministry feel threatcned by the shakeup and ase
unable to cope with the ncw demands being placed on
them acknowledged that the sysicm has
traincd them 10 be “dull-gray™ burcaucrats, condi-
tioned to obcy and not 10 ask qucestions. Even at the
Intcenational Depariment. the ostcasible winncr in
Gorbachev's restructuring. veteran depariment offi-
cials are said to Jament its “"Amcricanization™ and the
downgrading of it traditional focus
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The execution of Soviet forcign policy may also sullcr
in a situation where over! s pping responsibilities can
tesult in mixed signals or allow things to fall I through
lhc cracks}

=} #ccusca dovict diplo-
mMaB It the MBFR talks of @{ing at Moscow's
“new™ proposals with “old cyes,” claimiing they have
“created more problems than they have solved.™ He
rated their efficiency in supporting Sovicl positions
“in the minus figures.”

Domestic Comtraiats om Gorbacher

Despite the steps he has taken to enhance his control _
of foreign policy decisionmaking, Gorbachev does not
have a free hand in shaping Soviet forcign policy.
Major decisions in this area are made in the Polit-
buro, and there have been persistent reports from
Soviet sources of skepticism among some Politburo
members and elements of the military over Gorba-
chev's approach. While reports of political infighting
may in part be orchestrated to influence thizking
abroad. the bulk of the evidence suggests that ele-
ments of Gorbachev's forcign policy are contentious.
Some of those diffcrences have been reflected in the
public statements of some Politburo members and
military leaders

The January 1987 Central Cominittee plenum mate-
rials made clear that Gorbachev's security policics are
still meceting resistance. In his speech, Gorbachev
discussed defense in mild terms and spoke of improv-
ing it primarily by improving personnel and training.
While the plenum resolution toncd down Gorbachev's
remarks on other issucs, it used a much sharper
formulation on this question, calling for a “‘compre-
hensive strengthening of defenses.”

Gromyko's Role

As long as he remains on the Politburo. President
Gromyko will continue 10 influence Soviet forcign
policy because of his vast cxperienee and personal

—
/Scfnl

pfcsligcc- J following Gorbachev's initial
mecting Wit f'res ieat Reagan and again in the
asscssment offered by Sovict officials following Reyk-
javik. Gromyko has been depicted as critical of Go-
bachev’s approach to dealing with the Um(cd States.
In Novcmbcr 1988, E‘ e

‘3 reportedly (old Warsaw Pact colicagues
that tnc Politburo “old guard™ were grouping them-
sclves around Gromyko, who was critical of the
mecting. In late October 1986, a Sovict official
indicated that both the military and Gromyko were
displeased with the lack of progress in Iceland—
especially because Gorbachev offered concessions that
went beyond what the military had advised.

Nevertheless. in his public role, Gromyko has moved
to the foreign policy sidelines since his appointment 1o
the Presidency. Although he has been active perform-
ing diplomatic functions in Moscow, he has made no
major foreign policy pronouncements, and he has not
carricd out important substantive negotiations with
forcign visitors.

Exposures of corruption at the MFA's Diplomatic
Academy during Gromvko's 1anurs == Srther un-
dermine his position. . _'_‘_1 Moscow
party boss Boris Yel':2l: 2iiscaad “crudé violations™
at the Diplomatic Academy, complaining that
70 percent of its students are children of the cli(cband
_'Jof its stafl arc related to cach other I,
T'Second™ Secretary Ligachev critici: cd
**serious problems™ and nepotism at the academy and
the MFA’s Institute of International R_clalions‘r
. Treporteuiy
C ] ihar the academy had
been wine suvgeci uf u scandal and that. in what

‘amounted to a personal defeat for Gromyko, Yel'tsin

had fired all of its stafl

Politburo Differences _

There have been indications that others in the Polit-
buro have been skeptical of some of Gorbachev's
forcign policy moves. limiting how far he can go in
translating “ncw thinking™ inlo new policies. The area

W~
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of East-West relations, particularly the summit con-
fesences at Geneva and Reykjavik, provides the clear-
est exzamples of some of the difficultics he may be
cncountering from his Politburo colleagues:

* Gorbachev's spcech to the November 1985 Supreme
Sovict alter his mecting with President Reagan
scemed defensive. Gorbachev stressed the impor-
tance of continucd dialoguc and agrecments on the
nonincvitability of nuclear war, and pledged to mect
again despite the absence of an 2greement to stop
SDL

Premicr Ryzhkov—apparently a Gorbachev ally on
this issue- [ -

j’crilicimd thezs 2 0o “belittled " thc resuiis of
the Geaeva mecting.

The wording of the Politburo endorsement after the
Reykjavik summit was weaker than the onc on
Geneva, dropping the claim that it “fully endorsed’
Gorbachev's performance and mentioning only that
it “endorsed™ his conduct.

While not soecifically naming any Politburo oppo-
nents told Westerners on the cve of
the Reykjavik mecting and immediately after that
there was a growing demand within the Politburo
for a tougher linc toward the United States because
the leadership believed that Washington was inter-
. preting signs of flexibility as indications of weak-
ness

In addition 1o Gromyko. Ukrainian party boss Viadi-

mir Shcherbitskiy, a Brezhnev-era holdover, appears -

to differ with the General Secrctary on the United
States. He has a long track rccord as onc of the most
pessimistic members of the leadership over the pros-
pects for improved relations with the United States
and has been an outspoken advocate of the nced for
strengthening defense. At the Supreme Soviet scssion
following the Geneva mecting. he charged the United
States with striving to achieve military supceriosity. Al
a Ukrainian party conference the next month. he
spoke disparagingly about the results of Geneva.
describine it as “providicg no grounds for cxcessive
llusions

ret

There have been a number of indications that Gorba-
chev and “Sccond™ Secrctary Yegor Ligachey do not
scc cyc o cyc on some foreign policy matters. Liga-
chev has publicly commented on the danger of in-
creased contact with the West and has beea more
outspoken than other Politburo members on the need
to strengthen Soviet defensc.

Apparently Ligachev took a harder line than Gerba-
chev after the Reykjavik summit. In 2 speech at the
Academy of Scicnees published in Pravda in October
1986, Ligachev said that the summit had “proved
with complete clarity™ that the “Washington Admin-
istration docs not desire genuine accords™ and is
“sccking 1o achicve military supcriority over the
USSR " H: caiied for-an increased defense effort.

“lLthat Gorbachev and Ligachev

summit and that, upon his

teturn 16 Moscow, Ligachev told him he was naive 10
have expected results. In his November 1986 Revolu-
tion Day speech, Ligachev delivered a pessimistic _
assessment of US intentions and praspects for major
arms agreements. He charged that the Unitcd States
had demonstrated at Reykjavik not just an inability to
meet the Soviet Unioa halfway but an “inabifity to
make any movement at all™—an interpretation at
odds with Gorbachev's continued public commitment
to 2 dialogue with the Reagan administration.

Despite the skepticism of his Politburo colleagues,
Gorbachev appears to have more latitude in sctting
forcign policy than domestic. Alihough other mem-
bers of the Politburo are concerned about forcign
policy, this area has traditionally been the prerogative
of the General Sceretary. Morcover, given the heated
discussions that appear (o be laking placc over domes-

. tic matters, most Politburo members would appear to

be more willing to usc their political capital to protect
their interests in matters that more dircctly affect
their political turf. At the same time. however, they
are laying down markers of their skepticism of some
of the forcign policy lincs being sct out by Gortachev,
and il his initiatives do not producc the desired re<ults
they could eventually be used against him



Military Unease

There arc also signs of uncase within clements of the
military over Gorbachev's approach to dea ling with
the West. Many of these concerns app<ar to coincide
with thosc of Politburo members who are skeptical of
Gorbachev's policies. Gorbachey appears to have the
support of the top military leadership for now. but, if
political opposition in the Politburo becomes more
scrious, the concerns within the military could become
a morc important factor. ~

In 2 number of initiatives, Gorbachey appears 10 have
gonc against pasitions favored by the miiitary or that
adversely affected its interest:

In October 1986, 217 *J bfficial indicated
that the Sovict miliw.y was concerned about the
cxtent of the concessions offered at Iccland and
speculated that, to pursue his domestic reforms.

Gorbachev would have to adopt'a tougher line with

the United States.

About the same time, 3 [ .
noted the military's wnnappincss
w3185 e repeuted extension of the unilateral mora-
torium on nuclear testing. While denying 2 military-
political rift on this issue, Gorbache
have publicly indicated that the
m:iitary was not cnthusiastic about the moratorium.

According (o‘r_ j official, military objec-
tions had delayes’ Gordaciey's stalement on the
withdrawal of some troops from Mongolia as a step
toward improving relations with the Chinese.

Gorbachev's efforts to hold down the growth of
defense spending 10 help revive the cconomy may also
be causing certain clements of the military some
disquict. There is no direct evidence to suggest that
Gorbachcv has sought to cut the milita ry's budget,
but he has reportedly told military leaders they will
have to be more cfficicnt and provide for defense
nccds without major new inputs. He has also demand-
ed that the defensc industry do more to support the
civilian sector. Gorbachev's statements on military
strength have gencrally been low-key and defensive in
tonc--—contributing to the impression that his relations

séeen.

with the military arc cool. Nevertheless, some within
the defense establishment appear to accept the notion
that future military power demands major improve-
ments in cconomic performance and find Gorbachev's
concern for introducing advanced technnlngics as part
of a modernization drive weil placed” -

Implications for the United States

Gorbachev's shakeup of the Soviet forcign policy
apparatus has resulted in a sharp break with the
decisionmaking process and conduct of diplomacy of
the Gromyko era. The changes he has introduced have
created a forcign policy apparatus that is much better
preparcd to deal with the realitics of the 1980s and is
capable of giving the Soviet lcadership a much wider
range of policy options. They have already produced a
dizzying array of new initiatives, including arms
control and related proposals-—the nuclear testing
moratorium and its monitoring by Westerners—and
movement on China, including the withdrawal of a
Sovicl division from Mongolia. As a result of these
changes, many of the assumptions that were used in
dealing with the Sovict Union in the past arc no
longer valid, and the West must be prepared for the
unprecedented or uncxpected

An immediate effect of Gorbachev's housecleaning of
the foreign policy establishment has been-a reevalua-
tion of the policies of the Gromyko era and of the
assumptions on which they were based. By removing
many of the key officials responsible for past policies,
the decisionmakers no longer have a personal stake in
perpetuating the old line. Combincd with the alterna-
tive cenlters for policy 2nalysis Gorbachev has sct up,
this has produced new flexibility in Soviet policy.
While overalt objectives do not appear to have
changed, there is a new willingness 1o try a varicty of
tactics to achicve them. The ability to take a more
fiexible tine has been enhanced by a less «*=3¢ --d
morc pragmatic approach to the world

Gorbachev's moves have also promoted 3 more inti-

matc connection between domestic and forcign policy.
By shifting the center of forcign policy planning to the
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Secretariat—also the center for the strategic planning
of domestic policy—both aspects can be better inte-
grated. The integration of forcign and domestic con-
cerns was cvident in ending the division between
forcign and domestic propaganda and placing both
under Yakovlev in onc department. With his back.
ground as an innovative regional politician, Forciga
Minister Shzvardnadze is particutarly well prepared
10 address the domcmc implications of forcign policy
decisions.

This closer interconnection between domestic and
foreign policy concerns has been refiected in policy
decisions. Gorbachev's forcign policy initiatives are
derived more directly from his domestic goals than
was the case under Brezhnev, when expanding Soviet
influence abroad appearcd 1o be a top-priority objec-
tive in itself. Gorbachev's cflorts o hold down defense
spending in order to help his modernization drive
helps to explain the high priority he has given to arms
control. While internal considerations were probably
the driving foree in such steps as the releasc of
Andrey Sakharov and other dissidents and in allowing
an increasc in Jewish emigration, the Gorbachev
regime was aware of the foreign policy dividends they
yicld and sought to maximize that benefit. Similarly,
Gorbachev’s policy of openness and the “democratiza-
tion™ campaign he unveiled at the January 1987
pleaum are being used by the SOVICI Union to improve
its image abroad .

Soviet policymakcrs clearly consider the foreign poli-
cy benefits of such domestic initiatives. A scnior

T official recently indicated that
many in the USSK had been surprised that the open
airing of problems through glasnost had actually
produced a “much more nuanced and favorable pic-
ture™ of the Soviet Union abroad. Reporting on the
January plenum, where glasnost evidently came in for
some serious criticism, indicated that Georgiy
Arbatov and other foreign policy officials defended
the policy by pointing to the favorable i |mpac( it had
had on the Sovict image abroad

Gorbachev has already achicved some notable suc-
cesses improving the image of the Soviet Union
abroad:

« Although Europcan opinion is ccriainly not unani-
mous, Gorbachev has madc significant progress

imbrming the Sovict image in Europe. Prime Min-
ister Thatcher's very favorable comments on his

_internal rc&ums are particularly nolcuonh)t'

) T show the West Germans arc altes -
ing theie traditionally negative view of the Sovict
system and are concluding that Gorbachev’s poli-
cies portend fundamentally important shifts.

Gorbacher's impact in China may be just as pro-
found. Beijing has not yet been impressed with
Gorbachev's steps in the bilateral relationship, but
Chinesc officials have been commenting more favor
ably on his domestic reforms.

While Gorbachev has yet to achicve a major forcign
policy breakthrough, his success in reshaping the view
of the Soviet Union abroad helps ensure that the
Soviet position will get a more favorable hearing. So
far Gorbachev's cfforts have had a greater impact at
lower levels than among policymakers. but the Sovicts
arc obviousty hoping that they can create pressure
from below on Western politicians to take a morc
accommodating approach toward the Soviet Union.

Gorbachev's efforts o manipulate Western public
opinion present the United States with a greater
challenge than the Soviet approach of the Brezhney
cra. In the past, 2 combination of Sovict inflexibility
and miscalculation undermined Moscow's credibility
abroad. but Western leaders can no longer rely on the
Soviets 10 make Western positions look relatively
good

While the greatest movement in Soviet policies so far
has been toward the West and China, the changes
that have taken place in other parts of the apparatus
suggest that the leadership will be looking at new
options for dealing with other areas of the world. -~

. A
Gorbachev's ability to dramatically shift the Soviet
position on key forcign policy issues is perhaps the
best evidence that for now he has Politburo support
for his initiatives. By taking such wide latitude in




A New Emphasis: Soviet West European
Policy Under Gorbacher

Soviet policy toward Western E wrope is a good
{llusteation of how the Gorbachev reginte is cflective
ly combining “new thinking™ and a more eflective
propaganda affensive. Gorbachev has emphasized the
subcontinent’s position in Easi-West afairs and the
inherent value of increased Sovie1-West European
ties. He has played the tune of a commaon European
home and directed widespread contacts between Sovi-
et Government and media officials and the West
Ei uro,wcm.‘.m7 =

L3
Gorbachev is using Western E urope as the major
outside lever on the US-Soviet relationship. He is
JSollowing a two-pronged approach: on arms control he
casts Soviet iniliatives in terms appealing 10 Europe-
ans, and in bilateral activities he plays ona "Eu-
rope—our home* theme. We Judge that ke hopes
both will induce West £ uropean leaders 10 exert
pressure on Washington 10 be more flexible on East-
West issues, especially arms control

Gorbachev's new foreign policy team has crafted a
Savorable public image of the General S. ecretary in
Western Europe and has introduced o vitality and
Aexibility to foreign policy decisionmaking unseen for
decades. It produced the successful 1985 Geneva
summit, orchestrated the “‘charm™ offensive in the
summer of 1986 in Western Europe. and developed
the “double-zero™ option on INF as a weapon against
the US nuclear presence in E urope. Soviet foreign
policy makers have also learned 1o turn their mis-
takes into advantages. After the dismal Jailure of
tying an INF agreement to limitations on SDI, they

unlinked the two issues and launched a generally
successful campaign in Western Europe poriraying
this change.as a “concession.” C ~— 3
Jj the Soviets believe they are anead or
the United Sltates in the propaganda war and have an

agenda that will be o winner in Western Ei uropce,

Gocbachev's advisers are capable of subtle moves:
Yakovlev repoctedly said in late 1985 that Moscow
would occasionally plant rumors that some type of
German reunification was possible in order to saften
West German public opinion on other issues. This
factic may have been used this spring when rumors of
an impending Soviet initiative on reunification made
headlines in the West German press

Moscow is also actively pursuing increased trade
with Western Europe and has lobbied heavily for
Joint economic ventures and broad cooperation in
science and technology. The Soviets see Western
Europe as their principal nondomestic source of
modern technology and hope imports will make an
important contribution to Gorbachev's revitalization
of the Soviet economy. West Germany appears to be
the miost appealing to Moscow for increased trade,
but the Soviets have been very diligent in wooing the
British, French, ard Italians. The USSR has also
reorganized its foreign trade structure, an action that
could lead 10 more efective trade with West Europe-
an firms v

forcign policy matters, however, the success or failure
of these policies is much more the General Secretary's
personal responsiblity than were the more collective
policies of Brezhaev. Gorbachev has pursued new
initiatives on a number of fronts, but 3 major foreign
policy success continues to clude him. A breakthrough
on a key issuc—arms control, China, or Afghani-
stan—would help him domestically, but unless there

is a major foreign policy setback his lack of success is
not critical 19 his political position at home. [f Gorba-
chev runs into scrious problems on domestic issues,
however, his inability 1o show substantive results from
his shakeup of the forcign policy apparatus would add
to his troubles
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